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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	In India, guava ranks fifth in total fruit production, with major growing states including Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Bihar, and Maharashtra. However, guava is a climacteric fruit with a high respiration rate and short post-harvest shelf life. During peak harvest seasons, substantial quantities are lost due to inadequate storage, poor infrastructure, and limited processing. Value addition through processing not only minimizes post-harvest losses but also enhances farmers' income and provides year-round availability of nutritious products.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	They can Change a the title to-“Development and Evaluation of Guava Jelly Using Different Cultivars of Psidium guajava L.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	There should be include method section in adstract. Include more words-

· Specify storage temperature, 

· Mention that the guava cultivars and three sugar concentration led to 9 treatments combinations
· Change “ were the most preferred” to “ emerged as the post preferred”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and quite well structure but there should be some minor correction to enhance clarity, precision and alignment with academic writing. 
Typographical Issues
· "Titratable acidity" is sometimes incorrectly spelled as "titrable acidity".

· Missing word: “The physicochemical…” is written as “he physicochemical…”
· Consistency: Use °Brix and not Brix or brix interchangeably.

Sensory Scores (Error): You correctly noted anomalies like taste = 36.98 (T8) and 17.67 (T8 again)—clearly input or scale errors.

Solution: Exclude or flag in the text explicitly as invalid data and adjust analysis accordingly.

Repetition in Discussion
The Discussion section nearly duplicates the Results. Try synthesizing findings with external literature rather than re-stating raw data. Include interpretation, e.g., why T3 and T9 performed better—was it due to higher natural pectin, sugar-acid balance, or cultivar-specific bioactive content?

Economic Analysis Detail
Good inclusion, but expand on methodology—how were cost inputs and market price estimated? Any assumptions (e.g., labor cost, packaging, etc.)?

Statistical Interpretation
You’ve used CD@5% (Critical Difference) well. However, include F-values and p-values from ANOVA where appropriate to strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall ok. But they include (shrivastava,1965) and include more about sensory and economic analysis.

They can cite the paper –“Physicochemical Properties and Consumer Preferences of Java Apple (Syzygium samarangense) Fruit Jelly
” 
LWT- European Journal of Nutrition & Food Safety
https://doi.org/10.9734/ejnfs/2025/v17i61737
Effect of sugar and pectin on the textural and sensory properties of fruit jelly.”
LWT – Food Science and Technology, 145, 111347.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lwt.2021.111347
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, the English in your manuscript is scientifically sound and mostly clear, but there are a few areas that could benefit from refinement to improve grammar, flow, and clarity. Mostly in Abstract section.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is 75 % ok.  Please check the heading sections some are not aligned and paragraph spacing correctly.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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